syntax-semantics mapping algorithm which maps syntactic LFs onto semantic representations (we model this late specification of restrictions by coindexation in a DRT representation). Since the mapping algorithm is universal, we deduce that there is a preference for the lexical-syntactic specification of such values, when possible (as on Partee's original proposal).
Contextual variables have been proposed for a wide variety of cases including the comparison classes for adjectives and restrictions on quantifiers (von Fintel 1995 , Marti 2003 , where these variables are analogous to pronominal elements. The situation here closely resembles that of pronominal reference, since it concerns the definiteness of the individual variable provided by the nominal (nominal specificity) and the definiteness of the time variable introduced by the aspectual head (perfectivity, as analysed in Dickey 2000 , Ramchand 2004 ). Different effects. The differences between syntactic and semantic indexing can be seen clearly in judgment tasks. For example, objects of perfective verbs are commonly interpreted as discourse-familiar or specific in Russian, even to the extent that subextractions from objects of perfective verbs are degraded (Romanova and Diakonova 2003) . However, the interpretation is highly context-sensitive, and the familiarity or specificity of the object can easily be overridden. This is not true of suffixal definiteness in Norwegian, which, when present, cannot be pragmatically overriden. We show how the tendency to associate a definite interpretation with the object of a perfective verb is due to the discourse-linking of the perfective form itself.
We also compare prefixed perfective Slavic verbs with Germanic verb-particle constructions, as illustrated in (1).
(1) Jens tømte ut tank-en på ett minutt/?i ett minutt Jens emptied out tank-DEF in a minute/for a minute 'Jens emptied out the tank in a minute/?for a minute' Just as the Russians initially judge objects of perfective verbs definite, Norwegians initially judge particle-verb constructions as telic. However, the effect can be overridden through context. In Slavic (here represented by Russian), the telicizing effect of a prefix is not overridable.
(2) Ivan za-polnil rezervuar za minutu/*minutu Ivan on-filled tank in minute/for.minute 'Ivan filled up the tank in a minute' As suggested above, in Slavic α assigns an index to the event variable in the syntax. In Germanic, which has no systematic perfective-imperfective distinction and uses particles to express resultativity (Ramchand and Svenonius 2002) , the resultativity of the particle tends to lend to the event being interpreted as telic in the mapping to semantics, but this is easily overridden by context. Thus, the verbal system provides a neat mirror-image of the nominal system. Comparison. Di Sciullo and Slabakova (to appear) suggest that Slavic and Germanic construct the same abstract representations at LF, differing only in the morphological manifestation of a shared set of features (on D in Germanic, on V in Slavic). In this way, they propose to capture the telicizing effect of quantized DPs (Verkuyl 1972 Verkuyl 1989 , Tenny 1987 . Despite the appeal of their account, it is too rigid to allow for the contextual sensitivity of Slavic definiteness and of Germanic perfectivity. For instance, it wrongly predicts that the object in Russian (2) should be obligatorily interpreted as definite, because of the perfective verb, and that the Norwegian verb phrase in (3) should be telic, because of the definite object.
(3) Jens trillet vogn-en i en time/*på en time Jens rolled cart-DEF for an hour/in an hour 'Jens pushed the cart for an hour' The model presented here is compatible with the view that all parametric variation is in the inventory of the lexical-functional building blocks of syntax.
